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INTRODUCTION

House Concurrent Resolution 163 requires the Interim Joint
Committee on Counties and Special Districts to study local
mandates and to submit a report to the Legislative Research
Commission. To fulfill this assignment, the Committee created
the Subcommittee on Local Mandates, which received approval to
meet throughout the 1990-91 interim.

This report summarizes the activities and findings of the
Subcommittee. It was adopted by the Interim Joint Committee on
Counties and Special Districts on September 12, 1991.

Part One of this report is an overview of the problem of
local mandates, for which we are indebted to Mandates: Cases in
State-Local Relations, published by the Advisory Committee on
Intergovernmental Relations (Washington, D.C., September
1990), and “"The State Mandate Problem," by Joseph F. Zimmerman,
in State and Local Government Review (University of Georgia,
Spring 1987).

The Subcommittee held six meetings; five were in Frankfort,
and one was a public hearing in Hardinsburg. The 1issues
presented to the Subcommittee at these meetings are discussed
in Part Two.

Part Three of this report examines the various sources of
revenue available to counties. It demonstrates the extent to
which the state of Kentucky helps fund the operations of county
government.



PART ONE
THE DEBATE OVER LOCAL MANDATES

Local governments have many duties. In recent years, these
duties have increasingly included demands imposed by other
governments. Local resources are occupied to a large extent in
meeting the requirements of state and federal statutes,
constitutional provisions, regulations, and court decisions.

Some local officials feel overwhelmed, believing that their
governments are losing autonomy and that they may Dbecome
incapable of financing necessary programs.

Definition

What is a “local mandate"? In general, it is a demand made
by the state or federal government requiring a local government
to take action, under pain of legal sanctions.

Beyond this basic definition, there 1is <considerable
disagreement over what constitutes a mandate. One question is
whether mandates should be defined from a legal or a financial

perspective. Those who follow the 1legal interpretation say
that mandates are strict orders allowing no choice but to take
a particular course of action. Others define mandates Dby

looking at the bottom line: 1if a duty imposed from above costs
‘a local government money, it is a mandate.

This second interpretation allows all sorts of orders to be
seen as mandates, including commands for local governments to
refrain from raising revenues. Any time a local government is
told that it must lower taxes on a certain class of people or
take some other action that erodes its tax base, the government
is arguably responding to a mandate. On the other hand, this
definition excludes an order that clearly demands compliance
"but that costs a local government nothing.

Interest in Mandates

Mandates have generated a great deal of interest lately,
even though they have existed in one form or another since the
federal government was created.

One reason for the increased attention is the sheer volume
of mandates. In every session of Congress and of the Kentucky



legislature, new demands are passed down from one §overnment to
another.

puring the 1980's, a great deal of our national policy was
directed toward avoiding centralization and big government.
Local issues were supposed to be returned to 1local control.
This policy often involved the shifting of responsibility from
the larger units of government to the smaller ones. Local
officials are now required to implement state and national
programs, in addition to taking care of their day-to-day
responsibilities.

Another factor that has 1led to the controversy over
mandates is an increase in the number of problems that people
expect government to solve. Policy demands have grown as
citizens have begun to expect government to deal with a wide
range of issues, including consumer protection, the
environment, and social welfare. Lawmakers are tempted to
satisfy their constituents’ demands by adopting measures that
deal with these problems but that are funded by someone else.
The federal government has been particularly guilty of issuing
orders without providing the necessary funding. Requirements
are passed down the chain of command, eventually reaching local
governments. ‘

The increase in mandates can be traced partly to the
actions of local governments themselves. Sometimes a county or
city comes up with a good way to handle a problem, and state
officials order other communities . to do the same thing.
Sometimes, too, a local government's behavior is deficient, and
the state has no choice but to demand improvement. This can
lead to general mandates that involve all communities, those
with good records as well as those with bad. ‘

Arguments For and Against Mandates

. Although mandates are clearly part of our governmental

system and will never be eliminated, there are those who argue
that they should be reduced or that funding should be provided
whenever mandates are imposed. In simple fairness, these
people argue, the unit of government that makes a policy should
be the one to pay for it. An unfunded mandate represents an
unwillingness to come to terms with the fiscal consequences of
an action. It is an attempt to get something for nothing.

Mandates also, it is argued, deprive 1local communities of
their autonomy-. After meeting all the demands imposed on them
. from above, counties and cities may have no time or resources
left to respond to their own citizens' needs or priorities. A
- community becomes nothing but a "hired hand” for the state or
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federal government.

Another argument against mandates is their tendency to lose
funding over time. A legal order might be accompanied by a
great deal of state money for the first year or the first
several years of its existence, after which the appropriation
lapses. The law remains on the books and the community must
still perform the activity, but funding has disappeared. The
only source of money is the local government itself.

In addition, it is said, mandates do the most damage to the
local governments that are the least able to pay. A
requirement that has little effect on a prosperous community
may be devastating to a small locality that has no money to

spare, or to a large - community that has reached its spending
limit.

Those who oppose mandates claim that they encourage
centralization and reduce local accountability. Decisions that
should be made on the local level are removed from the citizens
and put in the hands.of remote bureaucracies. Local officials
have little responsibility for the policies they implement, so
the people have 1little ability to engage in the sort of
person-to-person dialogue that is the foundation of democracy.

Finally, an argument against mandates is that they may
conflict with each other. The state might impose an expensive
program on a county and then enact a tax restriction that
reduces the revenue base of that county. How can a community
that has been told to grant a tax exemption be expected to
undertake a major spending program? _

Oon the other hand, there are many arguments in favor of
mandates. For one thing, they are often necessary. Many
issues simply cannot be left in the hands of individual
communities, because consistency and cooperation are often
required. Some goals can be accomplished only if everyone
works together.

It can also be argued that the state and federal
governments represent all of the people and can act in the
interests of the entire population. Congress, the state
legislature, and the Governor have a wide perspective on all
the issues and.can avoid serving the interests of isolated

groups.

 Another argument in favor of mandates "is that they give
citizens several different levels of government at which 'to
seek action. If people do not receive satisfactory service at
the local level, they can turn to the state or to the federal
government to answer their complaints. Citizens thus have more
power to choose and to influence policy.
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PART TWO
TESTIMONY BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE

In its meetings, the Subcommittee on Local Mandates has
heard a number of complaints and suggestions. This part of the
report contains a brief discussion of most of these topics.
Inclusion of a topic in this section does not necessarily
constitute endorsement by the Subcommittee. The subjects are
presented in roughly the chronological order in which they were
brought up at the meetings.

Fiscal Note Preparation

The Subcommittee heard testimony criticizing the General
Assembly's local mandate note procedure. Data on a particular
bill are not always available at the committee meeting in which
the bill is discussed. Sometimes a local mandate note is not
available until floor action is being taken on the bill.

It was suggested that 1local mandate notes should be
attached more often to administrative regulations, which can
have as much effect on local governments as legislation can.
Perhaps the executive branch of state government could be
directed to share data with the Kentucky Association of
Counties and other interested groups when regulations are being
considered that could have a fiscal impact on local governments.

The Subcommittee also heard the suggestion that any bill
with a fiscal impact on local government must be prefiled.

Sharing Election Expenses

Local governments and the state should share more election
expenses, according to testimony the Subcommittee heard.
Whoever creates the need for an election should share in the
cost. Presently counties bear much of the financial burden of
elections.

Election workers are frequently retired persons, and new
Social Security rules adopted by the federal government make it
more difficult for retirees to work at the polls. Replacing
these workers could cause an increase in the cost of elections.
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One costly mandate, the Subcommittee was told, is the
requirement that counties must pay for the transportation of
dead bodies to autopsies. KRS 72.435 and 72.460 require
counties to fund transportation, exhumation, and the cost of
autopsies. 1990 House Bill 418 would have required the state
to bear these expenses, but it failed. ‘

Public Advocacy

KRS 31.170 states that any county providing. public
advocates for needy ‘defendants may receive compensation from
the state, but only up to $1000 per defendant in each case.
The county must pay any amounts in excess of the state
contribution. This limitation proves expensive for counties,
according to testimony before the Subcommittee.

Two bills introduced in 1990 would have shifted the
responsibility of paying for psychiatric evaluations of
prisoners. Senate Bill 106 and House Bill 77 would have
amended KRS 31.200 to prevent counties from bearing the cost of
psychological examinations of needy persons under the public
advocacy program. The bills were defeated, and the expense of
this testing remains a source of complaint among county
officials.

~ounty Clerks' I bilities

The Subcommittee was told that county clerks have had a
number of duties added to their office lately. One particular
problem for clerks is the recording of gaming forms. If one
form could be developed statewide, extra expense and confusion
could be avoided.

_ County clerks told the Subcommittee that they need more
storage space. Some of them are unable to find room for all
the documents that must be maintained, and certain records do
not lend themselves to microfilming.

: b . 1 Iail

County jails house state prisoners, and some counties feel
they are unfairly asked to contribute to the prisoners’
upkeep. - The main complaint is about the »dead time" between
arrest and sentencing. The state begins paying the costs of
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incarceration only after prisoners in county jails have been
sentenced.

Two approaches were suggested to the Subcommittee. The
state could increase its payments to the county, currently $22
per day, for housing the prisoners once they are sentenced, or
the state could begin to pay for the upkeep of each prisoner at
an earlier stage of the legal process, perhaps at the time the
prisoner is indicted.

According to information gathered from the Legislative
Research Commission's Budget Review staff, the average state
prisoner is housed for 34 days, and payments to the jail begin
around the fifth day after sentencing. The average cost of
maintaining these prisoners is $26 per day, not including
medical costs. ' :

Landfill Costs

One county judge/executive complained about the cost of
opening a contained landfill in his county. He partially
blamed state rules for the high price of  1landfill
construction. Kentucky's new solid waste legislation requires
some landfills to meet new standards or to close. While the
environment should be protected, the county judge/executive
said, citizens must be protected against high costs.

undi ¢ the PVA'S Offi

Some property valuation administrators have complained
about laws that funnel local funds through the state and back
to PVA offices. KRS 132.590 requires county fiscal courts to
_pay the money allocated for salaries of deputy and assistant
PVAs into the State Treasury. The state then pays the
deputies' and assistants' salaries. The Revenue Cabinet uses a
formula based on "assessment units" to determine the number of
employee positions available to each PVA's office. Some PVAs
feel that local money should be retained locally instead of
being sent to the state, where some of it may be used to pay
employees in other counties. : -

In the past, if a county paid too much money to the state
for PVAs' deputies and assistants, the PVA's office received
credit for the overpayment in the next year's billing. The
present state policy, however, is to adjust only the state's
share of the appropriation for deputies and assistants and not
to refund overpayments by counties. Thus, if a county pays the
state the amount budgeted for deputies and assistants, and then
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for some reason - inability of a deputy to work, abolition of a
position - the county's PVA office does not spend the
anticipated amount, the overpayment goes into the state general
fund that pays deputy and assistant PVAs throughout the
Commonwealth.

A PVA's office has three sources of funding: state funds,
which are part of the state's biennial budget; county funds,
which are calculated according to the county's assessment; and
city funds, which must be paid to the PVA's office if the city
chooses to use the county assessment for its own taxing
purposes.

The Subcommittee discussed the cities'’ share of PVA
funding. Should a city be charged for use of the assessment if
the PVA must perform the service anyway? City funds are
currently an important source of PVA funding, but the fairness
of this arrangement was questioned.

Transportation of Qut-of-State Prisoners

Sheriffs told the Subcommittee. that they were not being
adequately compensated for transporting prisoners outside the
boundaries of Kentucky. Funds have not been available on time,
forcing some sheriffs to borrow money personally.

KRS 440.090 was amended in 1990 to allow sheriffs the
option of traveling by airplane when fugitives must be returned
to this state from more than 500 miles away. This option has
proven to be expensive, and during part of 1990 the Department
of Local Government found itself unable to reimburse sheriffs
from the money set aside for out-of-state travel.

According to the Department, this deficiency was temporary:
sheriffs are currently receiving full payment for out-of-state
travel. New rules requiring the Appropriations and Revenue
Committee to approve increases in funding were also blamed for
‘the Department's slow response to the shortage. '

- : ¢ the Sheriff's Offi

The Subcommittee heard several complaints about the funding
of the sheriff's office. The sheriff is a fee officer, and
fees are sometimes insufficient to pay the proper number of
deputies. When fee payments are higher than anticipated, the
sheriff's office sometimes 1is not allowed to keep the money
because excess fees must be turned over to the county at the
end of each year.
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.One sheriff suggested raising the fees that sheriffs
receive for issuing subpoenas. The fees have not been
increased for a number of years, he said, and they no longer
cover the cost of serving the papers. The Subcommittee also
heard the suggestion that bailiffs should be paid more for
their court duties. KRS 64.092(6), the complaint ran, provides
only ten dollars for the first three hours of service in a
single day. After the first three hours, service is to be
compensated at the federal minimum wage rate. Those who argue
that this payment level is too low should be aware of KRS
64.092(7), which provides a second source of payment for
bailiffs: the sheriff's office receives five dollars from each
court cost "to help defray the cost of providing security
services and related activities to the court.” Bailiffs should
be paid from this account when they provide security services
to the court. '



PART THREE
COUNTY FINANCES

It is clear that mandates put a fiscal burden on local
governments. Large sums of money are needed to carry out the
orders that are handed down. In this part of the report, we
examine some of the sources of county revenue to see whether
the state is carrying its share of the burden it imposes on
county government.

First, it should be pointed out that Kentucky relies
heavily on state revenue, not local revenue, to fund all levels
of government throughout the Commonwealth. Kentucky's citizens
pay some of the lowest local taxes in the country. Local
governments rely greatly on state funding.

To illustrate this fact, we have reprinted three tables
from a publication called Recent Changes in State, Local, and
State-Local Tax Levels (Legislative Finance Paper No. 75,
National Conference of State Legislatures, Denver, 1991).
Table 1 shows that Kentucky citizens pay some of the highest
state taxes in the country. In 1990, Kentuckians paid $8.27 in
state taxes for every $100 in personal income. - Only 8 of the
46 states that were included in the table charged more.

At the same time, local tax levels in Kentucky are quite
low compared with those in other states. Table 2 shows that in
the years 1979, 1984, and 1989, Kentucky ranked SOth among the
states in local property tax revenue per $100 in personal
income. Property tax accounts for half of all the local taxes
collected in Kentucky, according to 1989 data presented in
column 4 of Table 3. 1990 data were not available.

Table 3 shows that in 1989 Kentucky ranked 49th out of the
50 states in total local tax revenues per $100 in personal
income. Kentucky's local tax burden is nearly the lowest in
the country.

Perhaps because of the imbalance between state and local
taxes, Kentucky counties receive a large amount of financial
assistance from the state. Local taxes account for less than
half of the revenue of many Kentucky counties. Especially in
smaller counties, the state provides a large share of the money
that is available.

Table 4 illustrates the state's role in county funding.
The table is -taken from the Annual Report on the Financial
Condition of County Governments in Kentucky (LRC Informational
Bulletin No. 174). It shows the percentage of county revenue
that comes from each of the various funding sources available
to counties. (Local government economic assistance, or LGEA,
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funds have been omitted from the table because they are
distributed unevenly among the counties - and make the data

misleading.)

The table lists counties by population categories. It
shows that in 1988 the smallest counties, those with
populations of less than 10,000, received an average of only
22.07 percent of their revenues from 1local taxes. Their
greatest single source of money was the road fund, supplied by
the state, which accounted for an average of 49.81 percent of
the money 1in their budgets. Many of these counties'’
activities, though not road-related, were paid for out of state
road money.

In the categories containing counties with populations
between 0 and 19,999 people, the average amount collected from
all local sources (taxes, excess fees, licenses, permits,
charges for services, and miscellaneous revenues) totaled less
than half of the money the county received. The rest came from
state funds, federal funds, and intergovernmental revenues.
The larger counties in Kentucky also received a great deal of
their operating money from governments other than their own.

These monetary realities should be considered 1in any
discussion concerning local mandates. It is true that counties
take a lot of orders from the state and federal governments,
but they also receive a good deal of money that can help them
carry out these orders. Road funds, jail funds, and other
sources of income go a long way toward helping counties meet
their budgets.

In fairness to counties, it should be noted that state jail
funds usually fall short of financing the operation of jails.
The state helps counties with their jails in several ways,
including jail operations payments under KRS 441.206 and grants
from the Local Correctional Facilities Construction Authority
under KRS 24A.175. However, few counties can meet their jail
needs out of this money. In 1988 only 11 counties out of the
119 listed in Table 5 received more in jail-related revenues
than they spent on their jails.

One source of money for counties is scheduled for
significant increase. Federal payments in lieu of taxes will
reportedly increase from $225,000 per year to $1,500,000 per
year, because of federal legislation labeled HR 1495.
According to Viewpoints, published by the Kentucky Association
of Counties (July 1991, Volume 17, No. 7, page 11), 50 counties
will soon be receiving these payments. Table 6 lists the prior
payments to these counties and the projected 1991 payments.
The Viewpoints article from which these figures are taken
stresses that the data are subject to changes based on data to
be submitted by the state.
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Counties have various sources of funds, only some of which
are tapped. The principal methods of raising money for
counties are the property tax, the occupational license tax,
and the insurance premium tax. These last two sources of money
are used in a minority of counties. If they were employed more
widely, they could help raise money for mandated programs.

The occupational license tax was used by 24 Kentucky
counties in 1988. That number will probably rise as the effect
of new legislation is felt. The General Assembly sought to
make it easier for counties to levy this tax by removing the
need for. approval by referendum in 1986 and, in 1988, by making
it more difficult for cities to annex parts of counties.

The insurance premium tax 1is potentially a great source of
revenue for counties. Essentially, this tax is an alternative
form of the occupational license tax, levying a duty on
insurance companies for the privilege of conducting their
business. In 1990 KRS 91A.080 was amended to give counties the

same power that cities have to impose this tax. Since the
amendment went into effect, several counties have chosen to
adopt the insurance premium tax. Fourteen counties now use

it. wWider adoption of this revenue source could help alleviate
the fiscal stress that counties feel from state and federal
mandates.

(39454)
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TABLE 1
State Tax Revenue per $100 of Personal Income,
Fiscal Year 1990 Preliminary Estimates .
Motor Personal Corporate Motor

State Total Sales Fuel Tobacco Alcobol Incom Income  Vehicle Other
NEW ENGLAND

Connecticut $6.50 3306 309 $0.18 $0.06 0.7 $0.20 $1.02
Maine 782 256 089 02 0.17 292 0.28 0.69
Massachusetts 697 037 o021 0.11 0.08 3.62 0.67 NA NA
New Hampshire 267 000 03 017 0.05 0.18 0.26 1.08
Rhode Island 6.88 220 041 021 0.06 iy, 01 0.98
Vermont 709 1.47 058 0.13 0.1 2 0.31 1.46
MIDDLE ATLANTIC

Delaware 9.08 000 051 0.09 0.04 167 0.95 0.20 362
Marylud 654 159 0.46 0.06 0.03 290 028 0.16 1.08
New Jersey $.66 1 o 0.11 0.3 1.60 0.61 0.19 1.10
New York 7 159 014 0.18 0.08 iy 047 018 097
Pennsyivania 633 203 036 0.10 0.07 138 054 0.3 1.4
GREAT LAKES

lllinois $.78 17 042 0.13 0.03 198 043 0.30 0.74
Indiana 7.08 289 064 0.13 0.04 37 NA 0.20 NA
Michigan 693 200 048 0.16 07 bX )] 181 0.31 0.47
Ohio 6.40 201 054 0.12 0.04 231 0.36 0.23 .M
Wisconsia 7.84 227 0.60 0.18 0.08 320 054 0.2 Q.77
PLAINS :

lowa NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Kansas NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Minnesota 8.82 243 060 0.20 0.07 374 0.63 0.8 0.71
Missoun $588 22 042 0.09 0.03 213 0.26 0.28 0.43
Nebraska 6.09 204 084, 0.18 0.06 19 0.29 0.24 0.47
North Dakota 789 2.96 081 0.18 0.06 1.24 0.48 0.42 1.7
South Dakota 458 243 0T 0.14 0.10 0.00 0.31 0.26 093
SOUTHEAST

Alabama 6.67 182 082 0.12 0.19 1.96 0.38 0.23 149
Arkansas 3 213 0M™ 0.20 0.06 238 041 0.28 051
Flonda 595 366 038 0.18 0.21 0.00 031 0.24 1.93
Georgia 6.88 256 043 0.08 0.11 278 047 0.10 0.3
Kentucky 8.27 2.20 0.7 0.03 0.10 236 (1K1 0.29 204
Louisiana 753 252 0.69 0.12 0.08 131 059 0.14 208
Mississippt 768 354 09 017 0.11 1.40 0.39 0.29 0.9
North Carolina 8.04 .7 0M™ 0.02 0.18 340 059 0.4$ 087
South Carolina NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Tennessee 5.84 33 087 0.11 0.09 0.14 0.46 0.2 0.2
Virpnia n 117 054 0.01 0.07 2.66 027 232 0.76
West Virginia 952 31s 091 0.14 0.04 228 097 O | 1.74
SOUTHWEST

Anzona mm 34 060 0.08 0.07 1.89 0.32 0.40 0.9
New Mexico 9.89 44 082 0.09 0.08 1.80 032 052 212
Oklahoma 147 188 069 0.16 0.12 219 0.21 054 1.1
Texas 5.4 280 036 018 0.12 0.00 0.00 028 151
ROCKY MOUNTAIN
‘Colorado s.18 1.42 0SS 0.10 0.04 232 0.2 0.8 0.36
[daho 821 2.7%6 0.7 0.10 0.09 290 052 051 0.55
Montana 758 000 0% 0.11 0.12 247 0.7 0.34 282
Ttah 12 306 069 0.10 007 by, | 0.43 0.1 053
Wyoming 8.49 232 052 0.08 0.02 0.00 0.00 050 5.08
FAR WEST

Alaska 11.9 0.00 041 0.13 0.12 0.00 18 0.17 913
California 749 24 0.3 0.13 0.02 290 08s 0.20 080
Hawaii 1137 s 0.11 0.20 s 046 0.10 1.13
Nevada ’ NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Ore 621 0.00 053 0.17 002 407 033 052 057
Washington L %, s2 038 0.17 013 0.00 0.00 023 237

22 0«4 $0.13 $0.07 218 $0.50 $0.24 $1.00

U.S. AVERAGE $6.84

NA: Not available.

Notes: State taxes for 12 months ending June 1990. Figures for Alabama, Michigan, New York, and Texas
are approximations because their fiscal years do oot ead June 30. :

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, Quarterly Summary of Federal, State and Local Tax Revenue: April-June 1990
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, November 1990).
US. Department of Commerce, ‘Survey of Current Business (August 1990).
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TABLE 2

Fiscal Years 1989, 1984, and 1979

1989 1984
State Level Rank Level Rank
NEW ENGLAND
Connecticut 433 IS %3 12
Maine M 17 421 14
Massachusetts 3. A 89 17
New Hampshire S 2 s.18 3
Rhode Island 4.3 14 4.66 7
Vermoat 488 7 463 8
MIDDLE ATLANTIC
Delaware 162 48 157 48
District of Columbis 5.28 4 4.4 15
Ma 266 38 261 M
New Jersey 4.74 9 450 11
New York 4.74 10 4.9 6
Pennsyivania 283 1 2% X2
GREAT LAKES .
[llinois 364 px k¥ ] 18
Indiana 33 28 s 2
Michigan 446 12 4N []
Ohio 310 29 313 6
Wisconsia 446 11 4.11 16
PLAINS
lowas 437 13 451 10
Kansas 388 20 ivn 2
Minnesota 403 19 387 19
Missoun 207 42 204 4
Nebraska 4D 8 451 9
North Dakots 3152 3 7
South Dakota 432 16 2 13
SOUTHEAST
A'abama 1.00 51 104 S1
© .ansas 12 4 187 4S8
nda 39 27 283 2
Georgia 2 20 2
Kentucky 119 S0 118 S0
Louisiana 191 46 159 47
Mississippi 257 %7 229 ¥
North Carolina 219 ¥ 220 ¥
South Carolina 271 M 258 3
Tennessee 21 4 219 &
_ Virgnia 307 3 21 3
West Virginia 202 3 208 41
SOUTHWEST
Arizona i 287 3
New Mexico 146 O 142 O
Okiahoma 200 4S 1. 46
Texas 419 18 34 2
ROCKY MOUNTAIN
Colorado 1 21 19 A
1daho 308 X2 22 1
\Montana 493 8 528 2
LUtah 346 26 i«
Wyoming 5.08 s 718 1
FAR WEST
Alaska s687 1 9 2
California 287 3% 251 ¥
Hawaii 22 M4 22 B
Nevada 220 2B 206 &
Ore, 544 3 .08 4
Washingtoa 207 4 188 &4
U.S. AVERAGE 338 927

Level Rank

“s2 1
431 U«
648 1
53$ 4
.01 8
5.09 6
12 &«
33 X
291 13
533 ]
S48 2
27 M
3¢
3 28
415 1S
304 29
410 16
406 17
43 13
2 2
264 36
490 9
i 2%
48 10
054 31
192 4
296 31
22 12
128 %0
146 &
231 ¥
22 4
231 8
23 4
218 3
198 4S
404 18
14 4@
20 4
W0 n
57T v
Ky B -
5.08 7
kY TE - ]
EE 3
2 2
83 ¥
217 49
6 27
44 12
9 ©

346

Tax Revenue per $100 of Persoaal Income,

—Percent Change
1979 to 1984to 1979 to
1989 1989 1984

-10.1% 0.1% -10.1%
0.1 25 -23
449 43 0.0
30 63 3.2
<134 4.9 -7.0
4.7 4.7 49
-153 3.7 -183
nS 269 368
92 12 -103
111 53 -15.6
-136 -13 125
28 27 02
26 £0 16
73 4.1 33
13 9.3 18.6
19 -10 29
88 8.7 0.2
16 -30 110
-109 4 -13.0
5.6 42 14
217 13 <226
<21 63 <79
9 165 9.1
-11.0 19 <126
S8 <45 108
-10.2 . 80 224
1.1 16.3 -4
02 84 -76
4.2 1.4 $S
310 207 85
112 12.1 08
4.0 03 .35
191 6.6 1.7
53 -1.9 -3.7
118 118 0.0
35 228 65
490 293 2289
<131 29 -153
-1.1 124 121
4 183 4.1

2
S9 293 3}

56.9 62.6 -5

19 27 08
43 -10.1 36
-2038 64 - -7
2s 71 14.7
99 10.0 -18.0

-23% 4% . 35%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, Govemment Finances in (vear), (Washingtoa, D.C.: Government Printing

Office).

U.S. Department
U.S. Department

of Commerce, Survey of
of Commerce, State Personal

Current Business (A
Income, IPWW 1989).

1990).




TABLE 3

Local Tax Revenues per $100 of Personal Income,

Fikcal Years 1989 and 1979
1989 — 1979 .
Noa- Property Noo- Property
All Pr%petty Percentof  All Prgrperty Pr%peny Percent of

State Tax ax_ ax All Tax Tax ax_ Tax All Tax
NEW ENGLAND
Connecticut $4.41 43 $0.07 9B4% g7 u $0.05 98.9%
Maine 437 32 0.08 %3 434 431 0.03 9.3
Massachuserts 368 3157 0.11 971 653 6.48 0.04 9.3
New Hampshire 55§ 551 0.04 92 S44 $.3s 0.09 983
Rhode [siand 440 434 0.07 9%.4 5.06 50t 0.08 9.0
Vermont 488 488 0.03 93 .12 5.09 0.03 9.4
MIDDLE ATLANTIC

laws 198 1.62 033 82 21 1.92 0.29 868
Distnct of Columbia 1657 $28 1132 n? 1250 3.03 9.48 2.2
Maryland 460 264 195 78 4.68 291 . 62.2
New Jersey 484 474 0.10 99 6.02 53 0.69 885
New York 8.01 4% .7 592 8.10 S48 2.61 617
Pennsytvania 426 b3 < 143 %S 419 178 143 658
GREAT LAKES
linois 4N 364 1.28 74.1 467 374 092 80.2
Indiana 362 33 0.34 90.6 320 308 0.18 95.3
Michigan 488 446 0.39 20 453 415 0.39 91
Ohio 457 310 147 67.7 414 3.0 1.10 734
Wisconsin 458 446 012 . 974 417 4.10 0.06 98.4
PLAINS
lowa 451 437 0.14 970 423 4.06 0.17 9.0
Kansas 468 388 0.77 838 469 436 033 929
Minnesota 124 4.03 021 95.0 3% 382 017 95.6
Missoun 3.61 2.07 158 $72 4.03 264 1.39 654
Nebraska 5.39 'S, ] 059 890 537 490 037 91.2
North Dakota 374 352 0.2 94.1 348 332 013 9%.4
South Dakota $.32 432 099 - 813 5.4 486 058 893
SOUTHEAST
Alabama 274 1.00 1.74 364 246 0.94 152 382
Arkansas 2% 1.72 0.66 721 213 1.92 0.22 89.8
Flonda 4.06 322 0.7 80.9 356 2.96 0.60 83.0
Georgis 4.28 29 1.36 683 383 N 091 76.2
Kentucky 2.38 119 1.19 0.0 219 1.28 094 56.9
Louisiana 4.29 191 rky 4.6 3s8 1.46 212 408
Mississippi 2.74 257 017 94.0 248 231 0.14 X3
North Caroling 320 2.19 1.0t 68.4 282 228 053 81.1
South Carolina 301 278 0.28 9.6 248 2 017 9.1
Tennessee 336 2.18 141 0.4 3ss 2 1.27 642
Virpma 432 3.07 1.28 n1 408 iy 1.0 68.0
West Virginia 252 202 050 802 242 1.98 047 80.7
SOUTHWEST
Anzona 478 in 1.04 2 $.08 4.04 1.04 S
New Mexico 258 1.46 111 568 219 1.68 050 71
Oklahoma 34 2.00 1.4 $9.9 i 203 1.08 65.3
Texas 5.07 419 0.88 2.7 4.03 340 0.64 8.3
ROCKY MOUNTAIN
Colorado $58 386 1.72 9.1 9 187 1352 ns
Idaho 319 308 0.11 %35 347 k% 0.10 971
Montana 5.10 493 0.17 9.6 524 s.08 0.19 96.4
Liah 449 346 0.96 782 4.9 341 0.98 7
Wyoming sn S.06 0.6 ’? 6.09 58 on 834
FAR WEST
Alaska 6351 5.67 084 872 453 362 091 9
Califomis 36 257 1.06 0.9 356 253 1.04 709
Hawaii 238 202 053 B3 2% 217 033 803
Nevada 346 220 126 634 4.% 316 1.60 66.4
Or:&oc 6.10 544 0.65 893 498 444 031 89.6
Washingtos 9 207 132 610 i 29 1.14 66.9
U.S. AVERAGE 4SS 3.8 $1.17 % $4.46 346 $1.00 5%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, Govemment Finances in (year), (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing

Office).

U.S. Depa.mnent
U.S. Department

of Commerce, Survey of Current Business (August
of Commerce, State Personal Income, 1929-87 (July 1989).

1990).

National Conference of State Legislatures



. |

Bt S sttt T Dok
s 00°0 z6° Lt we 9Lty 00°0 62°L 00°0 15°8t aquiay
85°2 80°€ 29°22 e 6E° LY €2°0 1t 00°0 €6t aasuads
19-ot 20°0 vs° Ll 80°6 €€ €S 00°0 00°0 00°0 v'6 u0s}43q0Y
€2°S 00°0 oLzt v'e 9% v9 otz 00°0 00°0 £0°¢L ke sm0
25°S 09°1 20°9 e LL-9s S0°0 010 02"t 89°S2 uang
1§22 S0°2 ¥5'9 12z SL°62 €S°€ €0 00°0 86°2¢ Se0YIIN
w2 20°0 (T 18°€ 20°9S o 02°0 82°'0 62°€2 LTILEE L
€8°t Al 60°S Sh°v 99°€9 ¥6°9 200 00°0 659 991Uy
82°L S0°¢ 868 £L°¢E Le'sy W 00°0 610 £6°62 vea N
L0°s v6°0 12's v 62°9v 95°9 00 00°0 0s$°82 voky
S5°6 o 86°6 S0'v YAl 90°2 s2'0 00°0 ov°S2Z voysbutaty
8L°6 89°6 22 €t Sy'b LE°LE 85°8 10°0 00°0 £6°91 (L))
wz 00°0 2t 60°L 29°v9 00°0 00°0 00°0 1€-8t vewyd iy
wE e %9 ¥5°2 ot rA ] €0°0 00°0 L9 130duey
6E°9 00°0 8L €09 €S 28t €€°0 00°0 06°S2 vie|e9
212 00°0 6L°6 98" L1 85°0v S2°'E 60°0 00°0 1€°2€ voy|ny
9E"¥ sL°0 L5l s 05°S9 10°0 00°0 00°0 12°6 nou3
66°€ 00°0 £5°Y et 98°v9 9’8 ] 86°2 :r AT pueJaqun)
¥5°'S 00°0 90°S 89 06°19 00°0 SL°0 00°0 Ly 02 uapuel L)
€2 €l 00°0 6L €L 91°6 XA gE" 1L 20°0 00°0 v2 oL uojuL ()
XA no 6v°9 'S £€°9¢€ 8L°¢€ 80°0 ve"L woe L10a4e)
1 06°S 28°0 29°8 S6°€ 0£°19 eyt 00°0 00°0 €6° L1 astIe)
68°v 00°0 9£°6 €6°€ 81°€S 20°0 0n-o 00°0 v 82 vayaesg
£8°S ov'S vL vt 1€°S 82°8v 09°2 20°0 52'0 8S°L1 yieg
SE'P 50°0 90°21 S1°9 99°8y 10 £0°1 SL°92 paei|eg
“ISIW 404 SIDUVHI " 1AOD¥IINI \\|mumw avoy v¥3034 1 u_“m mmww“u mwu“w|x
V391 INOHLIM

000°01 NVHL SS31 NOILYINAOd - S3NNIAIY 1vIOL JO I9VINII¥I4 SV SITV0IILVI INNIANY

¥ Navi



S8°01
10°op
00"
SS°S
6"t
98° L
sy
99°6
1A 4
ev°6
SL°p
69
06°2
LS
8-t
8t’S
vev
252
e
0z°9
052
vt
9p°2

404 SINIVHI

*ISIN

£€8°L
£6°0
90°€l
v6°S2
0z°z
20°0
8L vy
80°1
les
€2°0
o
69°2
00°0
00°0
00°0
-t
99°¢
09°0
£€6°Y
9v-2
62°v
€0°9
L9

9°9 v9°2 16°8¢ vL6 00°0 00°0 91°p2 a1 s
18y 92 56°2¢ 10°0 910 [ 3 62°81 3judame
68°6 vL°6 9£°6€ ££°0 s2'0 s2°0 €L €2 onsey
T we S22 r4 M 00°0 02°0 9€°91 100y
92°8 68°S 19°sS 69° 1L 00°0 00°0 ge° vl vosyoer
€L el 89°8 05°0v 2o (TR ] €0°€E $6°52 Kavey
oSy v0°9 18°2S ¥9°0 20 S5° 1 00°52 ey
gL 10y 89" 1Y 20°0 12°0 e 60°€€ vosaaey
[TH} wne £€8° LY 8v°0 00°0 00°0 Wi usasy
¥9°L €8 £0°SE £0°0 £L°0 9€"b 98°vE ey
€8y 8s°¢E 05°22 ¥9°vE 00°0 05°0 6£°62 pieasey
'S 85°S ¥8°9v 00°0 00°0 60°€ 162 Buiwayy
19°s si°L [ TR 0£°0 £0°0 00°0 92" 0p Las3
v9°€ 1672 16°L€ 18°62 SL°0 00°0 8L 61 vosuowp]
sz°2 vLS 26°vL 00 90°0 02"t T Kase)
66°2 s° Ll £0°9 00°0 #0°0 %52 £5°v2 Liampe)
6L°S 58°S v L2 15°2y 00°0 vL0 96 FLIREY
69°¢ v°E oLLy 06°91 20°0 18°2 26°22 aBpyauind9ag
8E"S1 S6°Y 8L°0S T 10°0 00°0 £6° L1 11yjeaug
w8 06° b1 ¥6°82 00°0 16°0 28°0 e voqanog
96°L oL'e 9¢°62 SE° L A 62°¢ 0L Sy vosJapuy
85" 11 20°6 19°€p 95°1 00°0 ¥5°0 19°92 vay1y
55°6 LL°st £0°LE 09°¢L £0°0 6L°1 L2°02 a1epy
* 1AO9¥3INI mau“ avoy vy3034 ’ .UHMN mwww“u Mww«”
V391 INOHLIA .

666°61 = 000°0L NOILVINAOd = SINNIAIY TVLI0L JO IOVINIOYI4 SV SITU0ILYD 3INNIAIY

¥ avi



1 et 5 Rt Ny W —pToToTH-
829 s2°1 9°S 12 Sh°6E vL0 S0°0 26°2 90" 0¥ 421599M
e 00°0 92°6 v6°9 LSy rzAL Tl 60°0 ve'L z2°9l sukex
v8°2 0z'y w2t 90°9 82°8S A €10 00°0 (8°02 vo1buLysen
00°52 8s° L 9Ly €19 L6z (50 vE'0 102 Sy 0f uorun
09°11 66° 1 ve'E 05°¢L L5°8€ v9°2 62°0 00°0 95 €€ 66141
e 65°€L ey Y 16°€S 00°0 20°0 00°0 £1°02 ppoy
68°'v 00°0 €16 69°St 69°0€ v0°0 1o 26°1 £5°LE vosduis
0S°€ SE°S 9"t zuol 89°8Y $6°0 00°0 16°0 £5°22 Liassny
8L°€ 00°0 g€ 95°p1 09°8¢ 18°L2 60°0 - 00°0 g2°2 alasednd0y
201 SE°0 00°€ b€l SL°SE 89°'S 20°0 00°0 vLULP L18mod
EY 00°0 8L°¢€ 8°9 £5° LY 00°0 60°0 852 M U033 pudd
90°2 SE°0 z2 st €€ £8°€S S6°0 00°0 00°0 Lzve veBaon
v2°S veet 16°L 10°02 9z°6l on-o 18°0 oc"1 8y €V Kaawobjuoy
ve2 v0°0 89°8 vi'9 659 £0°0 20°0 L£°0 v2°SE 90.4u0H
¢ £9°p1 10°€2 0wy Lz-ot 20°0 6v°0 e AR 44 SLEEL
I£°¢ 10°01 sy €66 6€°EY £v°S o 00°0 6v°€2 Kaeaa)om
60°€ 19°¢ 01°6 05 bt gt°82 80°0 6170 6L 1 09°6€ vosey
29°1 £9°0 6€°01 58°2 05°9t zLvs 00°0 00°0 62°€1 viyaey
98-t S8 55°6 ] 20°S¢E 00°0 £2°0 00°0 SL°9E vorzen
16°2 vy £9°01 £9°8 €L LS e 1v°0 00°0 9e° vl uyyyobey
60°6 00°0 90°¢ £€°61 62°2v 90°0 8L°0 80°0 06°12 TR
"ISIN ¥0J SIOUVHD " 1AODYIINI ve avod V33034 1 .u.wu mwww“u Mwuuw
V391 INOHLIM

666°61 — 000°0L NOILVINAOd — SINN

JAIY WVi0L 3O IIVINIIYI
v avl

SV SIT¥093LYD INNIAIY



ot e e B St tT v AT
65°€ S2°0 ) -zt LL6E 88°0 v6°0 80°v 66° 1€ J0Key
9¢ 0l 'y 16°8 SE°6 ve sz €9°0 06° 1 vS'9 62°2¢ kqays
25°8 60°0 82'€ 8L'€E S0°21 00°0 ov0 £6°0 S6°0L 110§
ey 00°0 16°0t 8y- 21 89°2¢ 69°€ S6°0 s2°0 TR vemoy
v9'b 10°6 .ow.m_ 15°¢ 1692 61°0 95°0 00°0 98° €€ Kaa3g4
8E°¢L 90°¢L €9 b8 £5°12 220 rANd 9Ly 8 oy weyp |0
EV°6 S6°9 20°€l vE'S 16° 1y £6°0 81°0 a0 Lt oiyo
05°9 99y SL'6 20" 1L vE“ 61 S8°¢L 95°0 96°2 vE"SE vos |3N
s (50 £1°61 6v°S 02°€2 6S°Y 62°0 sZ°\ 9L°6€ Baaquayry
€2°y 10°v2 £0°€L rAXd 19°82 68" 1 z'o we 2 speay
96"V L6y €19 16°2 28°61 00°0 10°0 S22 68°8S .__.gnj~:
vy 0t €1°0 18y (1 b2 vE £8°91 00°0 SE'E 60°€2 veboq
£€8°2 8c°0 95°6 20°tL AR 3 226 00°0 85°1 60° L2 J8y2397
te9 8221 68°L £2°9 v Le v2'0 $0°0 26°0 19°82 xouy
€L°9 10°0 10°61 £5°€1 1ot Sty v0°0 2o 692 vosuyog
62°2v no. 99°2 19°2 16°6 00°0 S6°0 v0°2 £p°6E suiwessaC
96°9 0°6 18 09°9 V2 €2 $9°02 00°0 00°0 19°82 vepaey
96°9 10°0 60°6 £L°8 v €€ S5°0 ¥5°0 08°2 88°LE dnuas.g
9 20°0 26°6 v9°21 sy AN | 1€°0 v6°2 (111 voskeag
€2 00°0 5y 29 85°9v 00°0 290 69°€ 92°S¢E saaesy
£9°v 50°2 ve"L 92°L 9L°2¢ 9 IE 80°0 s2°2 89°11 key)
T 66°€ 62°9 0L°6 9L L1 08°€ 61°0 £6°2 09°0S nep)
10°€ 06° 1 6L°L Sst'tL 62°1S 61°8 69°0 00°0 85°02 a93ae)
o€ 08" 1 wy 90°6 v8° €€ o 20°0 6E°Y gE°2Y Kkemo| )
vy 00°0 'L £6°S1 L5°61 6€°0 00°0 €0°S oLy akog
06°€ e 96 1z 8£°92 0L°2 6£°0 S0t £9°0p Lieg
nu:mm»mq|||:nuu“m»muwulnuuummwmmm\‘ mmmu_ ¥6° 0 1o 00°0 9¢'8 o~.~m uaiaeg
3 {0 ¥0J SI9UVHD " 1AC9¥IINI ve avoy V43034 T I $$32X3 V101
V391 INOHLIM

666°6€ — 000°02 NOILVINGOd — S3INN3AFY TVI0L 40 IOVINIIYIL SY SITH0IILYI INNIAIY

¥ 3evi



%S 9Ly 6v°9 96 19°81 91'6 v6'0 e 0" Iy TV
T rAd) 4 2 — 09'L 19's1 A | 1N L'i2d2 - %) TYSe[d
vz b9 b1 R 95°2 TR €8 8v 19°0 00°0 £6°€L annd
IS°€ 60°v s0'p vsL 8L- 0L 58'0 21 00°0 88" (9 uenIeIIN
9'p 06°0 it 08°€1 09°€2 &0 £6°0 0z R uos 1pew
968 00°0 b gz 11 222 9852 00°0 v6'2 £1°s2 (aaney
8v'6 S5°p 96°9 vE's 92 6€°0 80 0z'9 R su1ndon
£9°L £0°2 2v°9 bE- Ol 16°12 68'v 19°1 65°9 R uosJapusy
19°s £0°0 26°v 55°€2 0s°¢ ey 9v°0 %€ €005 uyavesy
1s 8L L2 ov°y (8°y 05°v2 sv°S 150 vz'0 1v'92 phoyy
1S 68°0 v 1 9L°€1 08°€2 e 60 ge's ¥9°92 ve13Is1ay)
98°c 9c°s 109 S0t £z v2'2 €2 S6°Y v ning
vS'€ gc0 wa 258 s2°12 00°0 st 16°S oL oY phog
06°9 v8'0 86°S ¥6°S 6Ly L2l 95°1 6£°2 Ly°6s auoog
*JSIK Y04 SITAVHI *1A09¥3INI ﬁw MGJO“ i mMWWWu M“M“w
V391 LNOHLIM

666°vL - 000°Ov NOILYINAOd - SINNIAIYW V101 30 IIVINID¥IJ SV SITW09ILVI INN3IATY

¥ I31avl



(P2SSE)

for T 3o N A1 A i Fiar o e

0001 £€°0L €°s 22°6 vz Spy 2o 60V 16°€S uojuay

e 06°0 £5°S Ly SL°0 00°0 50°€ €0°E 66°6L u0s19330¢

86°¢ 98" ¥1 SbL £9° L 71 80°0 TN 80°8 9€ Ve uipsey

we €Ly 08°8 98" 11 1z2t 00°0 ¥9°0 £€0°2 29°15 ssaiaeq
ﬂiﬁwmuli % v 90°S $6°91 66°0 Ly-05 L12qdwe)

“JSIN  ¥0J SI9¥VHD " 1AODHIINI Ve avoy V43033 T N 53003 1oL

V391 INOHLIA

2404 20 000°SL NOILVINGOd - SINNIAIY VI0L JO JIVINIINI4 SV SITN0IILVI INNIAIY

¥ Nevi



sjuesy uotIe}L|1qeydy J0 UOLIINIISUOY [ler SIPRIIV] &

(Lev'ey) v82 el 108°69 ey pSE“ St (88°0E 1v2'ov u0s1.13q0Y
(90L°0¢) £98°08 181'0S vos Laaey (1v8°22) ¥65°69 e Kaysmo
(8£9°62) €12°09 SLS'0E uaaug (g2 1) S1Z'Ly 8L6°SE uanQ
(ve2'L81) 958 €62 229'901 » ey (850°91) o vy 685'82 " SelOoYIIN
(965°2¥) 985501 06629 paeasey (zev'e) o'y SL6'VE 3j(e2M
(6£8°1) 9zv' 58 (vs'0L Buiway 4 (zzz't) 989°vE ¥ov* (2 9319y
(006°€9) Sty vl SLs°LL 114383 (12s°sy) v06°t8 €8E°9€ UeITN
(9€1°Sp) 889" LL 256°2¢ vosuowp3 (£69° 1) 0SL'9Y (50°S¢E uokq
(696°v¥) 8L €Ll 212'89 kase) (€S 2v) 00€°S8 e'zy voysbutaty
£50°'2 665 061 959°261 LiempLe) (£66°Sp) 1v9°€6 av9° Ly 997
(908'v) 891 '8v1 298 '€l » 431309 (v8L°v1) £5€°L9 691°€S vewy2 14
(21v'v9) 0Lz st 858°vS abprautydaag (ovL*ve) 8L0°€6 g€’ 8S « 320dUeY
(eL2°€L) 20 2pl 620°69 11tyjeaug (280) £95°'6€E - T utre|(e9
(028°99) L1881 £50°252 uogunog (282°v6) 61L°961 Ly 201 voy Ny
(Epv° 1Y) 65€°68 916" LY vosaapuy (SLL°S) 192°8¢ 980°€€ 101113
(966°0€) 668°SEL £06°v01 varLy (£60°S2) 90 ‘€9 £19'8¢E pueaaqun)
(8£5°L01) p11'S8E 915°LL2 J1epy (9s1'81) 219'z8 95p°v9 uapuaILa)
666'61 - 000°'0L votjendog (268°v) 18v°68 685°v8 uojut|)
(0£v* 06) S10°2v1 S8s° 1S L1044€)
(00L°1) 6£5°SE 6£8° €€ aisi4e)
(196°€LS) 162'988"1 9SE vIE" L Le103qng zs'e) £€6L°6S e uaxyoelg
S¥9° 0 282°'s2L £26°SS1 . 33100 (£92°2¢) (916 05 ' 65 yieg
(£¥5°S) 689 €€ 91'82 alquiay (051°¢€) vz’ 501 v60°89 pae||eg
uhm«mwmmmw|||wummm*mmmunulnlllwmmmwmmm J495uadg 000°0L veyy ssa| uotjeindod
¥0 SN1dans ve ve ¥0 SN1dINS Ve | J_W”uu

SIUNLIONIAXI ONV SINN3ATY TIVC
S avi



SJURJD UOLIRIL(1qeY3Y JO UOLIDNAISUO) (el SIPNIIV] &

006°1 G£G6°'S8l SEv ' L81 J49y233 (026°02) 8v0° €2l gz1 20t 66141
(26'081) 1£2'862 S9Z° L1t xouy (£85°S9) 085 ° 60t £66° €Y ppo}
(99€°971) 268° 90V 925°2€2 vosuyor (€19°€L) ov'i1z2 6L L0z vosduig
(E0V* (¥9) L5S°9LL vEL 621 auywessar (£08°2€) SIS Lyl L « L19SSNY
(8LE°6S1) S6v " 18€ L' ve(sey (6vL €l) 692°L12 025°€02 « 31315020y
(920°vS1) b00°ELE 8L6°8SL dnuaasy (926°(S) £81°002 192° 2yt « L13m0g
(6v2°6) 0£8'v02 129°561 vosKesy (9Sp'vE) 896°821 26S°¥6 uojapuad
(bOb*691) 219° 262 892°£21 saaea9 (6wt L) £82°16 vEL'VE vebaoy
(981°12) S08° 061 619°691 ke() (cev'2se) S€8°S2L 20p €LY « Kiawobjuoy
(890°vv) 98°0LE 8LL°992 yae|) - (929°25) 8L ezt 195°0¢L 304uo
(SS€°LS) vez' vl 616°68 a9y4e) (2£0°59) rAiN: 3| 09 ‘€L Jadam
(191°2p) 099°L0Z 66v°S91 « Kemoy®) (92L'vt) pIb €02 889°821 Kaea1)oH
(8v9°0p) 698°S8E 122" SvE ajfog (998°201) 910°pIE oSt L1z » vosEl
(gg8°10L) 9vE " 86€ £16°962 « L1199 (zec o) $88°6L1 £01°8¢L ITRFL T
(€£2'0€1) L0 LIy 8GL°982 vaaseg (689°€L) 06£°621 1oL st voriey

666°6€ — 000°'0Z votie|ndog (zzv'v2) 166° LEN 69S €1 » U1jjobey

eL'ee 86L°662 SbS €2€ » UL0UL]

(1£0°vS) Liv* 901 08€°2S L

(s5L°€00°€)  psz isL‘s 66b°LLL'S Le103qng , (t2v*88) 062" 0€L £98° LY atsa
(918°1£1) 61°0tg SLE"BEL P10JpoON (vpe°821) 6EL°SLL S6L°9Y asuaamey
(b2 €Lg) 2y oty 8L’ 95 49715q9M (£06°85) £98° 1LL 096°211 « 3nJe7
(950°vS) 96¥° 051 ovv ' 96 auken (960°¥6) SLE‘YIL 612°0L 30Uy
(bLs €e) X7 691°0S uo1butysen (SLL°vS) z8s 21t L9v°'8s vosyoer
(9v2°08) 989° 181 ovv’ 101 voun (185°'2) o6v° LLL 606 ° 801 Kavay

"¥0 snduns ve 11ve ¥0 SN1dANS ve e

SIYNLIGNIAXI ONV S3NNIAIY TIVC
S Nevl



(558°£05'81)

(19£*10€°01)
18L°SS1
(uz'ott*2)
(0£2°898° L)
(8Le°€61)
55°18
(818" 09€)

(592°vvs*1)
(ove'vt)
anNewmv_v
(L61°891)
(v26°112)
(s18't)
019'8

286°0€2"' vV

161°0€E ‘8L
00L°906
2 oIy'e
290°¢6S L1
£v8°€08
SLL'v98
195 Lyt

109°095°¢L
962°L9Y
986°S8Y
2vs L9
611°929
6v9°EEY
80t " 12€

LzZ1'eeL’'se

0£8°820°8
18v°290°1L
€E0°v62° L
2€8°9ZL°E
S9p°019
0£E ‘' 9v6
689°98¢

(paLSE)

{e10] puesy

{e303gns
. UdaaeN
« UOJU3Y
u0sS43) 330
utpaey
ssataeq

L1aqdwe)

240w 40 (00°G. uoryeyndod

9€E"910°9
9Sp* 2SY
656°2vE
SvE‘6EY
S61°vLy
pLL 62V
816°62€

Le101gng
vyse|ng
md
uU3NIeA)IN
uostpey
{aney

suixdoy

“TIVITSOAS  SIONIIONIdXT  SINNIAIY

Y0 SNIdINs

1ve

ive

SjUR49 UOLIBIL| LQRYIY 40 VOLIINIFSUO) [ LeC sapnidvl .

(2Ly'6L)
(991°20¢L)
(ogL'zl)
LSE'8S
(69S'9v1L)
(9Leevt)
068°vL

(€€S‘v80°€E)
(9£2°SS)
(661°02)
(LeL'vet)
(9L Lve)
(ves*LS)
(Sp1°98)
(161°€S)
(g16°t)
(yov ' L02)
Lv6° ol
(9v6°L9)
(1oL's2)
(916°601)

018°sov
L1£°S50°2
118" L61
v90°6LY
6V 62y
00£°99¢
£05°v89

6€9°0L2'8
809°681
ovL 081
928°95€
129°€1S
250°'vEZ
LEZ'¥S2
288°252
648°S0L
VES* LLS
116°891
02L 9vt
L16'8t1
6£9° 162

8€€'92¢
LGLESE"L
180°581
Sib°LES
£26°282
p8E €22
{6£°669

u0SJIPUIH
« Utqyuesy
« Phoyy

- uerIstay)
ntLng
pkog

avoog

666'vL - 000°0y uorye(ndod

901°981°S
R
1VS* 091
680° 2€2
505°991
815°9L1
260"891
169°661
99616
060° 0LE
858°6L1
viL'8L
912'€6
£2L° vl

Leloiqns
KaItum
« d0(Ae}
« Ka(ays
3303§
uemoy
Kaaag
weyp L0
oiyo

« UOS|3N
643qua Lynl
apean
Lieysasey

uvebo

“TIVITSORS SIUNITONIIXT  SINNIATY

¥0 SN4YNS

SIYNLIONIIXI ONV SINN3AIY TIVC

ive



TABLE 6

PROJECTED INCREASE IN FEDERAL PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES

COUNTY

Adair County
Allen County
Anderson County
Barren County
Bath County

Bell County
Boone County
Bracken County
Breckinridge County
Butler County
Campbell County
Carroll County
Carter County
Clark County
Clay County
Clinton County
Crittenden County
Cumberland County
Daviess County
Edmonson County
Elliott County
Estill County
Floyd County
Gallatin County
Garrard County
Grayson County
Greenup County

. Hancock County
Hardin County
Harlan County
Hart County
Henderson County
Jackson County
Jefferson County
Jessamine County
Johnson County
Knott County
Knox County
Larue County
Laurel County
Lawrence County
Lee County
Leslie County -
Letcher County

PRIOR PAYMENT

0
0
0

o

[,
N
w
[+ -]

’

25,82

COO0O0OO0OONDOOOOOOOOO

1,50

18,98

. N
N ~
OMOoOOOOMHOOFHFODOOOOOOO

[
(-]
F-3
N
[

4

o

2,402
17,748
115

1991 EST.

26,806
12,421
4,937
22,925
24,586
7,780
66
155
8,661
50
41
21
15,599
15
98,349
19,917
127
7,692
35
77,146
12,344
5,889
20,521
254
17
15,634
309
266
193
5,646
13,885
1,379
73,632
632
69
17,579
6,410
194
193
78,711
29,131
9,377
73,342
1,281



TABLE 6

PROJECTED INCREASES IN FEDERAL PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES

COUNTY

Lewis County
Livingston County
Lyon County
Madison County
McCreary County
McLean County
Meade County
Menifee County
Mercer County
Morgan County
Nelson County
Ohio County
Owsley County
Perry County
Pike County
Powell County
Pulaski County
Rockcastle County
Rowan County
Russell County
Spencer County
Taylor County
Trigg County
Union County
Warren County
Wayne County
Whitley County
Wolfe County
Woodford County

PRIOR PAYMENT

0
0
0
0
46,697
0

0
14,820
0
4,373
Y
0
5,449
740
16
4,760
9,547
4,166
20,870

1991 EST.

36
5,777
43,063
28
231,906
54

78
57,739
35
25,880
358

7
21,170
6,426
25,683
19,132
71,585
16,188
81,171
57,408
20,203
26,349
45,651
7,255
36
47,031
56,212
20,541
3

Source: Viewpoints, Kentucky Association of Counties (July
1991, Volume 17, No. 7, page 11l).
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